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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of claims 1-14, 17-33, and 36 in the reply 
filed on 11/18/2005 is acknowledged. 

2. This application contains claims 15, 16, 34, 35, and 37, drawn to an invention 
nonelected without. A complete reply to the final rejection must include cancellation of 
nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1.144) See MPEP § 821.01. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 3, 18, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

A. In particular, claim 3, as written, does not necessarily incorporate all the 
limitations of claim 1 from which it depends. For instance, claim 1 , since it is written in 
the alternative, could comprise only the element (a), whereas claim 3, likewise written in 
the alternative, could comprise only the elements (b) and (c). Thus it is not clear that 
claim 3 incorporates all of the limitations of claim 1. 
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Claims 18 and 22 are processing logic instruction and method claims which 
correspond to system claim 3, and are thus rejected for the same reason as claim 3. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-3, 14, 17, 18, 20-22, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Ruggieri et al (PG Pub# US 2005/0144114, hereinafter Ruggieri). 

A. As per claim 1 , Ruggieri discloses a system for facilitating interaction with an 
insurance service, comprising: 

a processor unit for executing program instructions (Ruggieri: [0043]; Fig 1 A, 
note the plurality of servers.); 

a memory, coupled to the processor unit, for storing the program instructions 
(Ruggieri: [0044]-[0045]; Fig 1A, item 38 for example.); 
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a communication interface, coupled to the processor unit, for interacting with a 
user (Ruggieri: [0220]; Figs 15 and 19 for example, note the data input modules); 
and 

interface logic for providing a graphical interface presentation to the user 
concerning the insurance service (Ruggieri: [0022]; Fig 5A), including at least 
one of: 

(a) a first dashboard display for presenting overview information with 
respect to the renewal of at least one insurance policy (Ruggieri: [0201]; 
Fig 9A and 9B); 

(b) a second dashboard display for presenting overview information with 
respect to the processing of at least one automatic agreement (See 
rejection of step 1c below which discloses one example of information 
available to a user, i.e. renewal information. Further, see Ruggieri: [0054]- 
[0055] and note the disclosed categories stored in the "taxonomy module", 
described in Ruggieri: [0075]-[0076]; [0153], and listed in Appendix I, 
which provides a more exhaustive enumeration of the types of information 
available to a user. Note also that in Appendix I, there are several 
categories relating to reinsurance, for example those shown in the table 
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on page 23 of Ruggieri. Note on this page the third row having the 
category definition "Risk Transfer: Reinsurance - Property and casualty 
treaties...". The Examiner considers this category to refer to a type of 
automatic agreement, i.e. treaty reinsurance.); 

(c) a third dashboard display for presenting overview information with 
respect to the processing of at least one insurance claim (Ruggieri: [0190]- 
[0192], Figs 7 A and 7B); and 

(d) a fourth dashboard display for presenting executive-level overview 
information compiled from information presented in the first, second and 
third dashboard displays (Ruggieri: [0194]-[0200]; Figs 8A-8E. Note that 
this passage discloses the features of an exemplary workflow. Note 
further Ruggieri: [0200] which mentions claims - see also Fig 8C; and 
"transitional coverages" - see also Fig 8D - which the Examiner considers 
to be a form of insurance renewal. Note the labels in Fig 8D referring to 
"Special Exposure Coverages" and "Coverage Specifications" which would 
include an assessment as to whether or not treaty reinsurance would be 
appropriate - i.e. an automatic agreement as described in claim 1b 
above.). 



B. As per claim 2, Ruggieri discloses the system of claim 1 , wherein 
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the insurance service comprises a reinsurance service (rejected as per claim 1b 
above). 

C. As per claim 3, Ruggieri discloses the system of claim 1 , wherein 

the interface logic includes at least two of the first through fourth dashboard 
displays (rejected as per claim 1). 

D. As per claim 14, Ruggieri discloses the system of claim 1 , further including 

a database that identifies a user group assigned to the user, and wherein the 
interface logic includes logic for selecting information for display in the at least 
one dashboard display based on the user's assigned group (Ruggieri: [0072], 
reads on "...workgroup/workflow software..."). 

E. As per claims 17 and 18, they are claims drawn to a computer readable medium 
for providing instructions to processing logic which repeat the same limitations of claims 
1 and 3, the corresponding system claims, as a series of instructions as opposed to a 
collection of elements. Since the teachings of Ruggieri disclose the structural elements 
that constitute the system of claims 1 and 3, it is respectfully submitted that they 
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perform the underlying instructions, as well. As such, the limitations of claims 17 and 18 
are rejected for the same reasons given above for claims 1 and 3. 

F. As per claims 20-22, and 33, they are method claims which repeat the same 
limitations of claims 1-3, and 14 the corresponding system claims, as a series of 
process steps as opposed to a collection of elements. Since the teachings of Ruggieri 
disclose the structural elements that constitute the system of claims 1-3, and 14, it is 
respectfully submitted that they perform the underlying process steps, as well. As such, 
the limitations of claims 20-33, and 33 are rejected for the same reasons given above 
for claims 1-3, and 14. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 
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4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

5. Claims 4-13, 19, and 23-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ruggieri. 

A. As per claims 4-13, Ruggieri teaches a system that provides a graphical user 
interface populated with a plurality of fields broadly concerning the various types of 
information associated with an insurance service (see rejection for claim 1). Ruggieri 
further teaches a taxonomy module which draws from and analyzes the information 
provided by a comprehensive database of information (Ruggieri: Appendix I). 

Ruggieri fails to explicitly teach the specific fields recited in claims 4-13. 

However, the differences between these claims and the prior art are found only in 
the specific data selected for display regarding the insurance service. This is non- 
functional descriptive material and will not distinguish the claimed invention from the 
prior art in terms of patentability, see Cf. In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 
401, 404 (Fed. C/r. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d 1031, 1035 
(Fed C/r. 1994). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to include selecting different types of insurance related information to 
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display as a matter of design choice. In re Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 (CCPA 
1975). 

B. As per claim 19, it is a claim drawn to a computer readable medium for providing 
instructions to processing logic which repeats the same limitations of claim 12, the 
corresponding system claim, as a series of instructions as opposed to a collection of 
elements. Since the teachings of Ruggieri disclose the structural elements that 
constitute the system of claim 12, it is respectfully submitted that they perform the 
underlying instructions as well. As such, the limitations of claim 19 are rejected for the 
same reasons given above for claim 12. 

The motivation for incorporating the features of Ruggieri is as given above in the 
rejection of claims 4-13, and is incorporated herein. 

C. As per claims 23-32, they are method claims which repeat the same limitations of 
claims 4-13, the corresponding system claims, as a series of process steps as opposed 
to a collection of elements. Since the teachings of Ruggieri disclose the structural 
elements that constitute the system of claims 4-13 it is respectfully submitted that they 
perform the underlying process steps, as well. As such, the limitations of claims 23-32 
are rejected for the same reasons given above for claims 4-13. 
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The motivation for incorporating the features of Ruggieri is as given above in the 
rejection of claims 4-13, and is incorporated herein. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The cited but not applied prior art discloses systems including 
interfaces for insurance and reinsurance information (US Pat#s 5,873,066; and 
6,526,386). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Martin A. Gottschalk whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7030. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 8:30 - 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on (571) 272-6776. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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